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As some apology for irregularities of style in the follow- 
ing discourse, and in that which preceded it, it may be 
well to state, that both are printed from a shorthand- 
writer’s notes, only once slightly revised. 

In the delivery of the present Lecture, allusion was 
made, at its close, to an important event which lately 
occurred at Turin, The author, having been assured on 
what he deems good authority, that the facts of the case, 
as they have reached this country, are not perfectly accu- 
rate, has felt it his duty to wait till they are better ascer- 
tained, and has consequently suppressed the passage. 


London, May 17, 1850. 
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WueEREFORE, my Brethren, have we met here to 
rejoice, and to give thanks? Is it because a sove- 
reign, who had been for a time the victim of those 
wild principles that have disturbed Europe, is 
restored to his throne? Is it that thus an augury is 
given us of better days and more tranquil times ? 
Should we so meet to rejoice, were the heir of a 
mightier kingdom to be restored to the inheritance of 
his father, and the revolutionary torrent to which 
I have alluded, were to be dried up in its source, 
instead of one of its minor streams?’ Did we so exult 
and glory when the Emperor, who represents a long 
line of. illustrious monarchs, who represents almost 
the ancient, and, in the Church, sacred and august, 
power of the Caesars, went back to his imperial city ? 
No, my Brethren, we met not, thus in solemn 
and in religious strains to express our joy. Oh, no! 
It is because one whom we love with no earthly affec- 
tion, one whom we reverence with no worldly honour, 
has been restored to his rightful place. It is because 
the successor of Peter has gone back in triumph, in 
the midst of the joy and of the tears of his subjects, 
to that seat of his spiritual jurisdiction which was 
allotted to him by the Providence of God,—by his 
Divine Master Himself. Therefore do we rejoice, and 
not we alone, this day; not we only who have met 
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here; not we even, who in this great city, in every 
church and chapel, will raise the same hymn of 
thanksgiving; but the whole Catholic world; for so 
soon as the tidings shall reach, its most distant 
shores will take up this note likewise, and thank and 
bless God for the restoration of him, whose exile 
and separation from all that was dear and sacred to 
his heart, has filled us for the time past, with 
sorrow, and caused our humiliation before the throne 
of God’s mercy. 

_ And now, my Brethren, a thought can hardly fail 
to strike us, in looking at this signal and singular 
event. Had the Sovereign Pontiff remained quiet 
in his own dominions, undisturbed by the wicked 
faction which drove him from his states and his 
throne, or had he been restored but six months ago, 
we should indeed have had the same motives for con- 
solation as now; but these would not have been 
heightened by the contrast, which they present with 
what is at this moment passing around us. You 
know, my Brethren, to what I allude. You know 
that a new and most interesting controversy which 
has arisen within the Ecclesiastical Establishment of 
this country, has been gradually shifting its ground. 
Difficulty will almost always give birth to difficulty ; 
perplexity will branch forth from perplexity; and 
these will always partake of the character of that 
from which they sprung. If the trunk was error, 
then all that shoots forth will be, most probably, like 
itself. ‘The dispute concerning the doctrine of baptis- 
mal Regeneration gradually changed into one respect- 
ing the authority of that court which pronounced 
concerning it; and this, in its turn, is giving way to 
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another,—a greater,—a far more important discus- 
sion, respecting the power. of that jurisdiction from 
which the tribunal emanates,—the Supremacy of the 
Crown. 

We have thus presented to us a most natural con- 
trast. In the one case, the Papal Supremacy has 
received a new and a striking confirmation; it is 
receiving at this moment the universal homage of 
many Churches united with it in communion. The 
Royal Supremacy, at the same time, is becoming 
more and more a subject of anxiety, of doubt, of 
difficulty, and many are only considering in what 
way they can best escape from its influence. Such a 
contrast, my Brethren,—natural,—obvious at this 
moment, is what I propose to treat of this evening, in 
a plain, unvarnished lecture, which will admit of but 
little embellishment; which may thus, perhaps, be 
dull and heavy to your ears and minds, but one 
which cannot be devoid of interest to all thoughtful 
and practical men, to all who really watch the signs 
of the times, and desire from them to collect omens, 
not of vain human superstition, but of a higher 
and holier augury. 

The easiest mode for the mind to seize the divi- 
slons—the separations between different classes of 
men, 1s slmply to remember the various powers by 
which they are governed. Thus, to begin with a 
very familiar illustration, when there are in this, or 
in any other, country, a variety of societies, of a 
literary, of a scientific, of a charitable, or of a poli- 
tical character,—if their objects be nearly the same, 
their laws and regulations almost identical, we easily 
confound the one with the other. We know at once 
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their complete separation, we are not led, for a 
moment, to imagine them to be but branches of one 
body, when we know that each of them is governed. 
by a president of its own; and we easily remem- 
ber by that simple means, various societies which, if 
otherwise considered, might seem to be almost the 
same, even as to name. Or, to take an example of a 
more noble and of a more appropriate character, do 
we wish to know to what nation any tribe of people 
belongs, we do not study their own habits, their 
manners and customs, their opinions, not even their 
language, or their race, as the simplest mode of 
arriving at this knowledge. Should we find in dis- 
tant parts of the world islands and coasts whose. 
inhabitants speak a variety of languages; as, for 
example, in Malta, the Italian, and in Trinidad, the 
Spanish, in Corfu, the Greek, on the coast of Ma- 
labar, the Portuguese, in the Mauritius, the French; 
we should not be deceived by these appearances, 
and, led by this striking characteristic, aggregate 
the various inhabitants of those places to the king-. 
dom in which their language was dominant; but the 
simple fact that they admit the rule of our gracious 
sovereign, that they call themselves her subjects, 
obey her laws, would over-ride every other consider- 
ation, even of race itself, and determine them to be 
portions, distant, yet closely united, members of one 
and the same vast empire. And so if we wish to 
distinguish the Catholic Church from any other form 
of religion, the simplest, the most obvious outward 
characteristic which strikes our thoughts for this 
purpose, is that of every part of it adhering, by 
acknowledgment of the supremacy of the Holy See, 
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to him who holds it, as the representative of Saint 
Peter, and as the Vicar of Christ Jesus on earth. 
A Catholic at once is known by the simple fact that 
he believes in this supremacy; and so obvious is 
this, that those names by which we have been popu- 
larly called, point us out as the believers in the 
supremacy of Rome or of the Papal Chair. But if. 
this is the plain, natural characteristic of the Cath- 
olic Church, it is no less the simplest and most 
obvious mode of characterising that ecclesiastical 
Establishment which rules in this country, to say 
that it derives its jurisdiction and authority from the 
crown of this realm. The Bishops there are ap- 
pointed by it; appointed not by any concession, but 
by direct and independent nomination. From it 
emanate commands, even to the supreme spiritual 
rulers of that Church. By it are circumscribed, 
—altered, the limits of ecclesiastical jurisdiction; by 
it, even they are removed who hold it,-and others put 
in their place. And what is the power, what is the 
authority whereby this is done? It is all expressed in 
that one short phrase,—the royal Supremacy: that 
supremacy which is declared in various forms by the 
nation and by its church; that supremacy to which 
every clergyman makes solemn oath that he adheres 
as a condition of his ordination. We may, therefore, 
characterise these two different, though, in many 
respects, approximating religious bodies, as each 
acknowledging a distinct supremacy; the Catholic 
denying any jurisdiction or authority in matters 
ecclesiastical or spiritual to the crown, but giving 
it to him who occupies the Episcopal, Patriarchal, 
and Papal See of Rome; the Anglican rejecting, 
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totally, any power or jurisdiction whatsoever of that’ 
Pontiff in these realms, but acknowledging such 
jurisdiction and power to rest in the occupant of the 
throne. 

A question might be raised, does supremacy exist 
at all? There are ecclesiastical organizations which 
call themselves Churches, which have it not. There 
is the Episcopate of Scotland, and that of America, 
which recognises no superior jurisdiction, but con- 
‘siders the Episcopate as the final, the highest autho- 
rity and jurisdiction m a local Church. But we 
are saved from this discussion. It is not necessary 
that we should consider it, because here a supremacy 
is acknowledged. The term supremacy is as much 
in use in the Church of England as it is in the 
Church of Rome,—the Church catholic. It is ap- 
plied as freely to the sovereign in the one as it is 
to the Pope in the other; and we have new pam- 
phlets and books coming out every day, in which the 
fact of the supremacy is admitted and assumed, and 
by those who may be supposed to be the most stern 
defenders of the privileges of the ecclesiastical body. 

Then it is fair to contrast the two, to view them 
side by side, and see which bears upon it the stamp 
of a divine institution. For supreme authority in 
the Church of God can only come from Him. 

I. And first, what is the origin of each? I do 
not mean what is the real origin to which our rea- 
soning may trace each of them, but what is the 
assumed origin, that attributed to each respectively 
by its supporters? The Catholic answers you sim- 
ply—-distinetly: ‘‘ The supremacy of the Pope is 
grounded primarily and most firmly upon Scripture, 
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on the declarations of Christ our Lord.’’ Now, I 
am not going to enter into the discussion of the 
texts adduced to prove this point, I am only stating 
how Catholics at once meet the question ;—“ 'l’o 
what do you attribute the authority of the Pope in 
the Church?’’ I answer, as every Catholic will; 
“1 attribute it to the institution of our Blessed 
Saviour. I take simply those passages well known 
to all of you, where our Saviour (Matthew xvi.) tells 
Peter, that he is the rock upon which His Church 
shall be built, and the gates of Hell shall not pre- 
vail against it—in which He gives to him the keys 
of the kingdom of Heaven; or that passage in Saint 
John, (xvi.) in which He commissions him, in a dis- 
tinct and personal manner, to feed His sheep—to 
feed His lambs.”” These passages, the Catholic 
tells you at once, give to Peter a pre-eminence, a 
power, and by implication, to his successors, a juris- 
diction, supreme in every part of the Church: upon 
the principle, that, whatever powers were bestowed 
on the first founders of the Church, as necessary, not 
merely for its well being, but for its absolute exis- 
tence as a Church—all agree were transmitted to 
their successors. ‘To the priest was given the power 
to consecrate the sacred elements and to forgive 
sins, because it was given to the Apostles as the 
priests of the new Law. Jishops continue to exer- 
cise jurisdiction and authority over their priests, and 
over the flocks apportioned to them, because to the 
Apostles, as rulers, were given these very powers: 
and these have been transmitted by succession. 
Then if to one of the Apostles was given pre-emi- 
nence of a higher, of a more singular character, we 
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conclude by parity of reasoning, that that lkewise. 
was transmitted to his successors. This is what 
you have heard hundreds and perhaps thousands of 
times, therefore I dwell no further upon it than to 
observe, that, while our Saviour communicated to 
His Apostles His great power, sending them as the 
Father had sent Him, there were some which He 
seemed to reserve to Himself, as requirmg—if I may 
use the expression—singularity in their exercise. 
That is, there were certain privileges and powers 
belonging to Himself, which could not be made a 
common possession of the Church. For instance, 
let this be represented by the stones of an arch, the 
key-stone could only be one—that which binds it 
together in unity must be only one. Again, the 
centre of a circle must be only one point. If unity 
was to be preserved, and if that unity was to be as. 
firm as that which cements the parts of an arch, 
as complete as in the relation of every point of the 
circumference to its centre, then our Saviour must 
either have excluded altogether what corresponded 
to these from the fabric of His Church, or He must 
have chosen only one to represent Him in this 
respect. 

For, did our Saviour reserve anything to Himself? 
Did He not constitute the Church, to be as firm, as 
enduring, as perfect in teaching as in everything else 
that was necessary for its great object, as if He 
Himself had remaimed on earth? Then it would be 
repugnant to all that our Blessed Lord did in regard 
of His Church, to imagine Him to have left a visible 
arch with an invisible key-stone—to have had a 
circle drawn with the precision of Divine wisdom, 
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to remain ever such, and to remain such by co-rela- 
tiveness to the centre, yet to have made that centre 
unseen. ‘Then, if Christ our Lord can be supposed, 
as He must be, to have acted in all parts of His plan, 
on the same principle, we must conclude the uniting 
and binding power of both illustrations as clear, as 
‘distinct, as definite, as visible, as the parts which 
are to be united with it. 

Now there are just two privileges given to Peter 
which might justly seem, if one might so speak, the 
exclusive possession of his Master. ‘“‘ For other 
foundation no man can lay, but that which is laid: 
which is Jesus Christ ;’’* and yet Peter is made 
the foundation. Christ is the rock, Peter is the 
rock. There is communication made to Peter espe- 
cially and exclusively of that which is necessarily 
the privilege—the peculiar privilege of Christ. All 
others are parts of the building: that which cements 
‘and unites them, is the rock of the foundation.{ 
That Christ is, that Peter is made. 


*-] Cor. 11. LI. 


+ It may be remarked that where St. Paul calls “the 
Apostles” the foundation whereon Christians are built, he 
joins to them “the Prophets;” (Ephes. 11, 20,) which shows 
that he speaks of the Apostles with reference to the evi- 
dences, or groundwork, of our faith. Again, in the Revela- 
tions the twelve Apostles are spoken of as “ foundations,” 
(xxi. 14,) but only of the walls of the city, not of the city 
itself. Here also defence, or evidence, is alluded to. More- 
over they are the built foundation, precious stones laid in; 
not the rock on which these rest. Zhat is Christ. But to 
‘Peter alone was communicated the prerogative of being the 
natural, necessary support of the entire Church, on which it 
is builded up, itself not been built, but, like the rock, laid 
down, or created, by God. His appointment, in its very 
words, has reference to the stability, durability, unity, and 
concentration of the whole fabric, The stones even of a 
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Again, our Divine Lord said in solemn words—“ [ 
am the good Shepherd.’? Many other shepherds 
may help to feed the flock of Christ: but He in a 
singular, in a peculiar way, was to be that Shepherd, 
whose voice was to be heard by the entire flock, who 
was to be followed whithersoever He might lead. 
But if the sheep are to be visible, if the other pastors 
are to be seen, oh then, there must be one to repre- 
sent the one Shepherd, one whom all obey; one in 
whose teaching all hear the voice of Christ. And to 
Peter alone was given this universal rule, this power 
to feed the entire flock. To him, therefore, were 
communicated two prerogatives especially belonging 
to our Lord, whereby unity was to be secured to the 
Church. He is made at once the foundation and 
the summit of the edifice—that visibly, which Christ 
Jesus invisibly is. 

Such, we believe, therefore, to be the origin of the 
Papal Supremacy. We appeal at once boldly for it to 
Scripture. We go to the word of God—to the words 
of our Lord and Saviour—we take them simply, 
literally; and finding them confirmed by all tradition 
and the practice of the Church, we hesitate not, in 
giving full force and efficacy to those ever sacred 
and blessed words. 

Now I ask, on the other hand, what is the origin 
of the Royal Supremacy, whatever may be meant by 


foundation may be shifted, made to change place, be clean 
removed; as has been the case with Apostolic churches. 
The foundation-rock cannot give way, or be changed, or 
moved ; as has been the case with the See of Peter. ‘To him 
therefore alone was communicated the privilege which 
of right is Christ’s, of being the sole foundation of the 
Church. 
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that name in the Church of England? That Church, 
in the most distinct manner, in its Articles, lays 
down that nothing is required to be believed as an 
article of faith, eacept what is contained in the word 
of God, or can be proved thereby. (Art. vi.) It is, per- 
haps, not easy to ascertain what is here signified, by 
enforcing to be believed as of necessity. But surely 
a doctrine—a principle which involves, so to speak, 
the very organization of a church, cannot be a matter 
of indifference, cannot be left to every one to believe 
or disbelieve as best he pleases. A doctrine, to which 
every candidate for the ecclesiastical ministry in that 
Church, is bound to make oath of adherence, cannot 
be intended to be taught or not taught, as any one 
pleases. On the contrary, there is no doubt that 
any minister of the Church of England, who should 
contradict the Royal Supremacy, would violate his 
ordination oath. Then it is not a matter of indiffer- 
ence, but it is ordered to be taught and it is taught; 
nay, it is taught in the Articles themselves. We 
have a right, therefore, to conclude, that the Royal 
Supremacy is understood to be founded on scrip- 
ture, or can be proved thereby. 

Within these few weeks a correspondence has been 
published between a clergyman of the Church of 
England, and the highest dignitary and ecclesiastical 
authority in that Church. ‘The writer proposed a 
number of questions, asking what he was to teach 
upon each of them, according to the doctrine of the 
Church of which he was amember. I much regret 
that he did not add one more enquiry, and ask 
of his Archbishop, ‘‘What am I bound to teach 
respecting the Royal Supremacy?’? Because,, I 
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believe, no question would have brought the whole 
matter under discussion more eminently to the 
test, than this simple query. Now mark the answers 
which he received on those subjects upon which 
he did enquire. ‘‘ Your Bishop,”’ writes the Arch- 
bishop, “justly states that there are many subjects 
connected with our Holy Religion, upon which we 
have no reason to expect the dogmatic teaching of 
the Church. Indeed, your second published letter 
complains of matters left undetermined, upon which 
the Church could not -possibly pronounce a decision, 
unless it were her office to reveal what is to be 
believed, rather than to teach what has been re- 
vealed. To a certain extent the same remark is 
applicable to the questions which you now address 
to me; in replying to which I disclaim all right to 
answer authoritatively, or assume a responsibility, 
which does not belong to the office which I hold.’’ 
And in a letter a day or two later he gives this 
principle: ‘‘ Now whether the doctrines concerning 
which you inquire are contained in the word of God, 
and can be proved thereby, you have the same 
- means of discovering as myself, and I have no spe- 
cial authority to declare.””. From this we may con- 
clude, that whatever is taught in the articles is to 
be considered as a declaration by the Church, of 
doctrines to be found in Scripture, or to be proved 
thereby. But we are not left absolutely in the dark 
respecting the assumed origin of this Royal Supre- 
macy, because the article which declares it indicates 
to us in a certain way the foundation that it lays 
down for it. What we are told in the 37th article 
is, “‘ That that only prerogative’’ is claimed by the 
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Crown, “‘ which we see to have been given always to 
all godly princes in Holy Scriptures by God him- 
self.”’ | 

I must remark at the outset, that the words and 
examples here chosen are by no means happy. In 
the first place, the authority is claimed for the sove- 
reign of these realms, in regard to the christian 
religion, which was given by God Himself to the 
godly kings of the Old Law, One cannot but be 
startled at the recollection, that the kings of the Old 
Law were not the representatives of God; they were 
the usurpers of His place. God was the King of 
Israel till Israel asked for kings; and when Samuel 
was afflicted at the demand, what did God reply? 
** They have not rejected thee, but me, that I should 
not reign over them.’’* And He gave them kings 
in anger and not in love, and He told them, as a 
punishment, that those kings should be despotic, that 
they should assume’a boundless power over them, 
not merely as to public affairs, but in all their 
domestic concerns—that they should rule them with 
arod of iron; in punishment for having, by choosing 
their kings, rejected the reign of God. Is it thither, 
to that Old Law of fear, to that Old Law of seve- 
rity, that Christian kings will go to find their privi- 
leges to be exercised in the law of grace, and in the 
law of sweetness and of love ? : 

But to whom was this power given? The Queen 
who dictated those words claimed the power that was 
given to the godly kings of Israel. Then, I ask, 
is the parity to continue? If that power was not the 
inseparable privilege of royalty, but only the especial 
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embellishment and gift of godliness, can it be taken 
asa principle and rule, for an inherent right inde- 
pendent of that very godliness? How does the 
parallel stand? How does the gift to the one give 
a ground for the gift to the other, except on the 
same conditions? Then that power, given to godly 
kings of old, might perhaps be claimed by godly 
kings of the new Law. But what becomes of the 
ungodly who have ruled on the throne of these 
realms? What shall we say of that king who, untu- 
tored by the lessons of adversity, came back from 
a long exile, only to demoralise the whole king- 
dom, and at the same time to restore its Church? 
Did he partake of the privilege granted to godly 
kings, as a special boon, by God? Then if not, where 
is the right, where lies the successive right to supre- 
macy, of king after king in these realms? And if you 
say, ‘‘ No, it belongs to the godly kings alone, because 
it was given to godly kings of old,’’ then there lurks 
in that proposition what the Church of England itself 
must condemn as heresy in Wickliffe and in Huss; 
(who, though they are called the Precursors of the 
Reformation, were infected with the worst heresies 
condemned by the Church in her earlier days)—that 
is, that sacerdotal and princely power are co-ordinate 
with godliness—that sovereigns and bishops lose 
jurisdiction when they forfeit the grace of God. 
That was the error for which these men in their 
day were pursued by the civil, as well as by the eccle- 
siastical, power. And that error lurks in your propo- 
sition, if it is to be understood that the Supremacy 
is only a concomitant of godliness. 

But, be it so; how was this power given to godly 
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kings of old? To David by vision, by inspiration, by 
prophetic messengers, by the whole course of Divine 
Providence, singling him out as a man according to 
God’s own heart. To Solomon by that wonderful 
manifestation of Divine favour which gave him mar- 
vellous wisdom beyond all that man else has ever pos- 
sessed, by the choice made of him, first by prophecy 
beforehand, then by direct embassy from God—to 
build His house, and to be the organiser of His reli- 
gious worship. In the case of every one of those 
godly kings to whom such supremacy was given, you 
will find that it has been connected with solemn and 
particular charges from men inspired by God, and 
whose works as well as whose words proved them to 
be the messenger of truth from on high. Now, is 
it less than blasphemy, is it less than a sacrilegious 
usurpation, quietly, on no better ground than mere 
assumption, to claim that same power which was 
given in that wonderful way, by God to His most 
chosen servants? 

But my Brethren, do I hesitate, do I seruple one 
moment to say what I believe the real origin of this 
power was? No: who that knows their history who 
wrought the ungodly work of change and revolution, 
gilded over by the name of Reformation among us 
—who that knows their characters, will think either 
that; on the one hand, they would have scrupled 
to assume to themselves any amount of self-sufficient 
godliness, to any extent of Divine commission, or 
that, on the other hand, they were not ready to laugh 
to scorn the very idea, of anything divine being 
connected with that system, which was necessary to 
be established, that one sovereign’s lust might be 
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gratified, and that the thirst of many after the wealth 
of the Church, might be satiated. Those words— 
that assumption of supremacy in such terms as these, 
I own, fill me with a sort of horror; so clearly do I 
read in them that reckless playing with all that was 
holy and all that was divine, which formed that work 
of overthrowing and reconstructing—destroying the 
old Church, and building up the new. 

But admitting, now, that such power was given 
_to godly kings, I want proof from Scripture—I want 
to find it declared by Scripture, or proved thereby, 
not that godly kings had great jurisdiction and 
authority in the Church of old, but that, in the new 
Law, the same authority has been given to the kings 
of England, as was given to the kings of Juda. I 
want a passage as clear, at least, as strong, as 
‘*Feed my sheep,’’—as definite as ‘‘ Peter, thou art 
the Rock: upon this rock I will build my Church.’’ 
I wish to find some passage or other which says; 
*“As for bishops and episcopates, and all ecclesias- 
tical jurisdiction and authority, I leave that to be 
decided by the kings of earth. It is they who will 
rule my Church from on high, who will not merely 
protect and shield it, but will correct in it abuses, 
heresies, schisms; who will set to right all that is 
wrong, whether in doctrine or in practice; who will 
be Bishops of the bishops of the Church.” I find 
no such text—I find nothing to show me in the 
New ‘'estament such an institution as that Article 
declares, the foundation of such an authority as is 
incorporated in the royal supremacy of this realm.. 
Then Scripture is the origin of our supremacy. 
Mere assumption, without a single text to support 
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it, is the origin of the supremacy held by that 
Church, which will not have anything taught that 
may not be proved by Scripture. 

Il. Let us now, my Brethren, proceed to con- 
trast these two supremacies, as we have done in 
their origin, so likewise in their respective cha- 
racters. , 

Who holds the supremacy in the Catholic Church? 
A Bishop—an ecclesiastic—one who has received 
ordination—one who is allowed to be a successor, at’ 
least of the Apostles, by all who claim Apostolic 
succession. Not only a bishop, but the Bishop of 
that first and greatest See, to which even those who 
will not allow it supremacy, are ready to accord pre- 
eminence in dignity and honour, and at least the 
leadership, if not the headship, in any ecclesiastical 
matter, which should come before the whole Church. 
But not only is this the great capital of the ancient 
world, which seems to have been preserved amidst 
the revolutions of centuries, in order that 1t might 
still remain what it was of old—the city charac- 
terised by regal and imperial qualities; but it so 
happens—shall we say by chance—shall we say by 
the accidents which rule the common course of 
events? but in any way it happens to be the very 
city in which St. Peter, who was addressed by our 
Saviour in the solemn words already considered, 
took up his residence, of which he was acknowledged 
Bishop, which he watered with his blood, and en- 
enriched with his relics. Singular combination! 
Rome, against which every successive wave of the 
barbarian tide from the north broke its power, but 
not without scattering over it desolation after deso- 
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lations;s—Rome, for many years the seat of intes- 
tine feuds, that drove its very Pontiff from its walls; 
—Rome, destroyed again and again, and, Phoenix- 
like, always rising from her ashes, which shows to 
this day- her ancient and venerable basilicas, some 
of them, more than once, destroyed by fire, shaken 
almost to pieces by earthquakes, and yet still as 
fresh and sacred as they were of old;—Rome, ever 
young, and at the same time the venerable mother 
of all antiquity;—Rome, humbled, trodden down to 
the very ground by every usurper, weak in human 
and in natural forces, yet the conqueror of all— 
strong—mighty—full of vigour;—Rome is the place 
to which, likewise, has been allotted this other sin- 
gular prerogative, of having been the city to which 
the chiefest and first of the Apostles came, which 
he chose as his own inheritance, where he estab- 
lished that Chair upon which there has sat successor 
after successor until the present day, in an unbroken 
series. 

Is all this the result of accident?) Has Rome been 
less exposed to destructive agency than have the 
cities of the East? Would it have been a marvel 
contrary to human calculation, if a British traveller 
of these days had dug among the heaps of the Vati- 
can’s ruins, and declared that he had brought up 
the remnants of the chair of the early successors of 
Peter? Then is all this otherwise by chance? Is it 
by accident? Is it not, on the contrary, such a mar- 
vellous tissue of providential agencies, as, coming 
in direct corroboration of, and by sequel from, a 
divine word spoken to the first Bishop that was there 
enthroned, must be considered an irefragable proof, 
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that to that City—to that See—to that succession of 
Bishops was attached an interest, a grandeur, a 
power, and an importance in the very destinies of 
the Church, which have been as the spell that has 
preserved, or borne her through the tide of destruc- 
tion, age after age, and which has kept her still firm, 
unshattered and unstaggered amidst the crash of 
social elements in our present time. And the 
Bishop of this See—singular indeed, that he, and he 
alone, of all the apostolic churches on earth, should 
have remained quietly on his throne:. the only one 
who has preserved himself in what even his enemies 
must acknowledge to be the orthodox faith. Where 
is Jerusalem, where is Antioch, where is Alexandria, 
those great Patriarchates, which, founded by the 
Apostles for a time, were so many secondary centres 
of unity, around which moved in their several orbits, 
ecclesiastical bodies of singular beauty and perfec- 
tion, and which themselves in a grander cycle had 
their plane round the centre of unity—the chair of 
Peter? Where are they? Your own Articles will 
tell you. Singular enough, that those three very 
cities—those three Patriarchates, should be there 
chosen, as if purposely to engraft on their acknow- 
ledged errors, the fall and decline of truth attributed 
to Rome. ‘‘As the Church of Jerusalem, and Anti- 
och, and Alexandria have erred:’’ says the Article. 
I acknowledge it. We agree in this. And in what 
have they erred? Every one of those churches 1s, in 
its national succession, held by a Bishop, who, in 
one way or other, impugns the attributes, and so 
indirectly, at least, the very divinity of the Son of 
God. Every one of those great Patriarchal Sees is 
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involved in a heresy condemned by one of the four 
first Councils. Therefore, they have erred, we agree. 
*“So likewise the Church of Rome hath erred.’’ Oh, 
was not that meant to be a cruel stroke, to join to 
them that Church which all acknowledge has upheld 
from the beginning, and does to this hour, with all 
its authority, all its learning, and all its sanctity, 
the true orthodox doctrine respecting the incarnate 
Word, and all that concerns His divine or His 
human nature? Was it not a base and traitorous 
insinuation, to couple that Church with those who 
are known so darkly to have wandered into the very 
depths of acknowledged heresy? It was meant so: 
but the concession made is sufficient for us, Livery 
other Patriarchal Church has failed; hag failed not 
merely in teaching, but has failed in splendour, 
-failed in learning, failed in grandeur, failed in that 
homage, which otherwise it might deserve. They 
are lost, they are forgotten. Who knows—who asks, 
who is now the Patriarch of Alexandria ?—who en- 
quires, who rules at Antioch ?—who troubles himself 
about.who is Patriarch of Jerusalem? None. These 
great Apostolic Churches are buried in the dust of 
oblivion and neglect. And Rome, has it this cha- 
racteristic of having fallen from the faith? Is it 
not strong and vigorous now, ‘even as it was at any 
former period, in all that regards religion? ‘Then, 
we may truly conclude, that if God had wished pro- 
videntially to direct us to where the supremacy ought 
to be, it would be exactly there where the only Apos- 
tolic Church exists—the only one having direct suc- 
cession from the Apostles, the only one which was 
the See of Peter, and represents him the head of the 
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Apostles. And the only holder of the supremacy 
there is an ecclesiastic; such as we might have sup- 
posed this right to have been invested in by our 
Lord, the Founder of the Church. 

But this is not all. Our supremacy is held by 
one who lives for naught else. He is indeed the 
ruler of a petty State, which just suffices to give 
him the means of acting independently in ecclesias- 
tical affairs, which enables him to support that staff 
of auxiliaries, co-operators, and counsellors, who are 
necessary for the government of so vast a spiritual 
kingdom. He is ruler of this small State, only 
because he is the Head of the Church, and it is 
useful for the discharge of the more important duties 
of his ecclesiastical Supremacy. He wears not there- 
fore a diadem on-his head; he wears the mitre and 
that triple crown which signifies his spiritual domi- 
nion. He handles not a sceptre; he holds in his 
hand the crosier. He signs not such powerful and 
magnificent decrees, as a sovereign of this realm 
might, but he dispenses by his sign manual, graces, 
and gifts, consolations, and blessings, such as no 
mere royal hand on earth could bestow. This is 
what we should expect, what we should imagine the 
Ruler of a mighty ecclesiastical and spiritual empire 
to do. fifa 

Now look at the other side. Are we to believe 
that God left a layman to be the supreme ruler of 
His Church? That Church is composed, first, of the 
laity—the flock; and that laity includes kings, and 
queens, and emperors, and empresses, and dicta- 
tors, and presidents of republics, and whatever else 
may be great and mighty on earth. Then comes the 
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lesser order of the Priesthood; then the Episcopate ; 
and this again arises by various steps in the hier- 
archy. And is it to be supposed, that when this 
pyramid was so beautifully built up, till only the last 
stone was wanting,—that which was to unite the 
whole in itself, and which was to be, as it were, 
the very culminating point of Grace; then a stone 
should have been detached from the very underwork 
of the structure, and raised above all that had been 
blessed and consecrated for the consummation of the 
magnificent work? No, a Queen is but a sheep or 
lamb of the flock of Christ, and not the ruler over 
the shepherd. .A monarch, however mighty, is only 
a layman, and can only belong to that lowest order in 
the Church. Then is the contrary to this a natural 
order? Is it a credible one? My brethren, can you 
believe it? I own it seems to me so repugnant to 
the very idea of a Church, that if I could induce 
myself to believe in it, I would be tempted to dis- 
believe in the Church. And that king—that ruler 
may be achild: yet in him must be vested this solemn 
gift. Shall 1 say more? not to the disparagement 
of that most gracious Lady, whose rule I and every: 
Catholic believes to be one of the choicest blessings 
that Providence has given to our age and country ;— 
but the truth must be stated, it may be one of those 
whom St. Paul forbids even to speak in the Church. 
Is this according to the order, ecclesiastical and ‘spi- 
ritual, that the Son of God established in all other 
respects on earth? And then in any case it must 
be one, after all, to whom this supremacy of the 
Church comes as a fourth or a fifth title. For who 
would think of saying, that the Queen is, by the 
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Grace of God, the Chief Governor of the Church in 
these realms, and then Queen of Great Britain and 
Ireland, Defender of the Faith, and so forth? Oh, 
no; the supreme headship of the Church:is but an 
appendage to the Crown; it is but a second or 
third-rate dignity, little thought of, not valued, not 
esteemed. It is thought much more that the 
Queen’s sign manual should forgive the criminal, 
or that a warrant from her should bestow a pension, 
than that with her hand she can undo an ecclesi- 
astical organization, or depose a Bishop. ‘These are 
trifles in the opinion of men, compared with those 
prerogatives of the Crown, which affect the lives and 
the earthly interest of her-subjects. And is this a 
credible theory of the highest dignity under God, in 
what relates to superhuman interests, and the eternal 
welfare of mankind ? | 

And then again, while the Pope is one head for 
the whole of the world, while one sole supremacy 
vested in him suffices for all, this theory supposes 
a divided supremacy, a multiplied, and ever multi- 
plying, sovereign power, in what was to be but one 
spiritual empire, so that there was to be one Church 
for all kingdoms, but a separate head for each. 
Which theory of the supremacy is most according to 
our ideas of the oneness of Christ’s spiritual king- 
dom ? | 

Now, I know what will be said: that I have no right 
to compare the two in this manner; that I give to the 
Pope, with every Catholic, a real spiritual and eccle- 
siastical supremacy; but that the Church of England ~ 
concedes to the Sovereign only a sort of superintend- 
ence, the care of protecting the rights of the Church, 
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the privilege of granting dignities, and connecting 
with spiritual pre-eminence temporal advantages. I 
might appeal to what has been going on lately in 
the nation, as quite sufficient to excuse all further 
allusion to this subject. A matter of doctrine has 
been decided, not by Judges, but by the Queen upon 
their advice: and has been so decided, that, however 
men may endeavour to slip from the binding links of 
that award, it is a chain round the Church of Eng- 
land; unless, by something more than merely folding 
up its arms and passively laying itself down in its 
coils, it shall burst through it, and cast it aside. ~ 
But I wish to give one other instance, to prove 
that this is not as stated. If we can imagine one 
act of supremacy: more real than another, it would 
certainly be that which not merely names bishops, 
but erects bishoprics, divides them, gives them 
their jurisdiction, bestows upon them their spiri- 
tual privileges. That is an act of Supremacy, 
because it is, in the Church, an act bearing relation 
to the exercise of the supremest authority of the crown 
in matters of a temporal character; such as the 
sending out of governors, the giving them vice-regal 
powers, the establishment of tribunals, the naming of 
the judges in the colonies. These are acts of temporal 
supremacy, than which none can be conceived more 
supreme. Then, I say, that the establishment of 
bishoprics at will, the bestowing: upon them their 
power and jurisdiction, is a work of true ecclesi- 
astical supremacy. Is that limited, when exercised 
by the Crown, to purely outward acts, such as the 
State would naturally take cognizance of, in order 
to give them validity? It goes, my Brethren, far 
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beyond that; and I will take the liberty of reading 
afew lines from the Letters Patent, by which the 
Crown established a bishopric in Australia, and thep 
one in Sydney. *‘ We,’’ the document says, “ having 
great confidence in the learning, morals, and probity 
of our well beloved and venerable the said William 
Grant Broughton, heretofore Archdeacon of New 
South Wales, of Australia,’”— which office in the 
beginning of ‘the Patent is suppressed, do nominate 
him Bishop of New South Wales,—“ so that the said 
William Grant Broughton shall be, and be taken to 
be, Bishop of the Bishop’s See of Australia, and 
may, by virtue of this our nomination and appoint- 
ment, enter into and possess the said Bishop’s See 
as the Bishop thereof, without any let or impediment 
of us, our heirs and successors ; subject, nevertheless, 
to the power of revocation, and to the right of resig- 
nation hereinafter more particularly expressed.’’ The 
Queen then names the bishop—it is only by virtue of 
her mandate and in her name that he becomes bishop, 
and she reserves the power of removing him when she 
pleases. If this does not show the episcopal power 
to depend simply on the breath of the Crown, I know 
not what could be more explicit. 

But the document goes on thus: *‘ And we do by 
these presents give and grant to the said William 
Grant Broughton and his successors, Bishops of 
Australia, full power and authority to admit into the 
holy orders of Deacon and Priest respectively, any 
person whom he shall upon examination deem duly 
qualified, especially for the purpose of taking upon 
himself the cure of souls, or officiating in any spiri- 
tual capacity within the limits of the said diocese 


30 


of Australia and residing therein.”” Then the 
power to ordain, which is a purely spiritual power, 
is granted by the Queen to this Bishop. He cannot 
ordain except under this permission. It may be 
said, that as orders have a mixed character, the 
object of this may be, that they whom he ordains 
may be recognized by the State, by the civil power, 
as priests or deacons respectively. ‘Then let us see 
what comes next—‘‘ And we thereby further give and 
grant to the said William Grant Broughton and 
his successors, Bishops of Australia, full power and 
authority to confirm those that are baptized and come 
to years of discretion.’’ Surely confirmation, at least, 
is a purely religious act, one which has no bearing 
whatever upon the civil law or civil rights and privi- 
leges in any way whatever. The act continues: 
** And to perform all other functions peculiar and 
appropriate to the office of a Bishop, within the limits 
of the said See of Australia, but not elsewhere, such 
Bishop and his successors having been first duly 
ordained or consecrated Bishop, according to the 
form prescribed by the Liturgy of the Church of 
‘England, and also by himself and themselves, or by 
his and their commissary or commissaries, to exercise 
jurisdiction, spiritual and ecclesiastical, in and 
throughout the said See and diocese of Australia, 
according to the ecclesiastical laws of England, 
which are lawfully made and received in England in 
the several causes and matters hereinafter in these 
presents expressed and specified, and no other.”’ 
Now I know not, my Brethren, how it would be 
possible more strongly to set forth the claim which the 
Crown makes, in virtue of supremacy, (for how save 
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in virtue of supremacy can such powers be assumed,) 
to bestow upon a Bishop the power of exercising epis- 
copal functions, not with relation to their outward 
results, but even when they are exclusively of a purely 
spiritual character, as confirmation is? And, I may 
add, to show the extent to which this power is 
claimed, that in this compilation which I hold in my 
hand,* there comes another singular document, dated 
a few years later, by which the Queen makes that 
bishop resign, in other words, deposes him, then 
divides his diocese into several, makes him a bishop 
—singular creation in the Church—a bishop Metro- 
politan, with jurisdiction over other bishops, and yet 
he himself subject to the Archbishop of Canter- 
bury. In other words, the Bishop of Sydney is a 
bishop with suffragan bishops under him, from whom 
there is right of appeal to him. And yet he is only 
himself a suffragan of Canterbury, to the Archbishop 
of which appeal lies‘against his judgment. It thence 
follows, that the See of Canterbury has been made 
metropolitan over a metropolitan; in other words, 
a patriarchate, in the ancient sense; and this is the 
first instance of the creation of a patriarch by the 
Crown. After this we really may say, that there is 
nothing that the Pope claims, which the Crown 
does not exercise. Then again, I put it: to you in 
conclusion, which looks like the work of God, a 
divine institution, if not that which, in every sense, 
is spiritual and ecclesiastical 2? Which looks like the 
work of man—if not the assuming of spiritual powers 
as co-relative with those given by the State ? 


* Correspondence respecting the Bishopricks of Australia, 
printed by order of the House of Commons, on the motion of 
‘Sir R. Inglis. 
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{II. Such then ig the result of the comparison 
between the characters of the two supremacies. Let 
us now compare them with regard to their exercise,— 
the manner in which they are exercised. The Cath- 
olic supremacy is clear and definite; we all know what 
is meant by it. Ask any Catholic, who is the Pope. 
I do not mind if it be a child, whose acquaintance 
with religion goes not beyond the catechism, or if it 
be the most learned theologian in Europe: you will 
find the answer is the same. Each knows who the 
Pope is, what his authority is, with regard to what 
objects it is .exercised, and what are our duties in 
regard to him. Ask in the same way the child or 
the divine in the Church of England, what is meant 
by the supremacy of the crown. I will not pursue 
the enquiry, because it is impossible to pretend to 
give an hundredth part of the answers that might be 
returned to such a question. Ten to one the child 
has never heard of it,—knows nothing at all about 
where jurisdiction lies in the Church of England, 
what are its limits, or in what way it is exercised. 
And ask of the theologians. Oh! we have experi- 
ence enough, in merely this month or two, to be 
quite satisfied that the old saying holds here, “‘quot 
capita tot sententie,’—‘‘ so many heads so many 
opinions.’ It is indefinite, and it is impossible to 
define it; but while from its indefiniteness follows a 
serious evil, that is, the uncertainty of its exercise, a 
Catholic knows perfectly well when and how the 
papal supremacy can be exercised. For instance, 
let a new heresy, a new error spring up in the 
Church ; let some other plague, similar to Jansenism 
make its appearance,—it did so some few years ago. 
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There was a man learned, reverenced for his wisdom, 
in the Church, who, deceived by a spirit of pride, 
went into the ways of error; he was so honoured, that 
it was confidently expected he would be raised to the 
highest dignities in the Church. No sooner had he 
thus blotted his fair fame, and tried to seduce men, 
than the Papal hand was uplifted, the fatal bolt was 
launched,—it struck, it branded him, and that man 
remains now no longer an honour, I will not say to 
the Church, but to literature and society: he is 
become one of the dark leaders of the mysterious 
conspiracy that is seeking to overthrow order and 
religion in Europe. Here was a case in which we 
knew Rome must speak, and would speak; and we 
knew as well, if Rome did speak, what the conse- 
quence would be. Every disciple left him, every 
admirer turned away from him; and while a few 
approached him from time to time, to endeavour to 
touch his heart, and bring him back to those princi- 
ples which no one had taught better than himself, 
and while many and many that loved him, prayed 
for him, he led not into the maze of his new error, 
one single disciple that had been at his side before. Now 
amongst the eloquent men who rivet the attention, and 
enchant the souls of thousands, in the spacious cathe- 
dral of Paris, more than one of the most distinguished 
was formerly his dear disciple and devoted friend. 
Then, my Brethren, we know what owr supre- 
macy can do; we know what it must do, and what 
it will do, and we are never deceived; because all is 
so distinct, so clear, so well understood. Is it so 
with regard to the royal supremacy in these king- 
doms? I must lead you once more to the antipodes, 


that- same country of Australia from which I took 
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the former illustration. In the year 1843, a new 
bishopric was established in those countries,—the 
diocese of Tasmania. The queen issued her Letters 
Patent, as she had done in the former instance, 
and in those Letters Patent she gave to the bishop 
a variety of powers. She gave him the power to 
have tribunals, to examine upon oath, to make 
enquiry into the morals and doctrine of the clergy, 
and correct them. Those powers existed for three 
years; at the end of that period, in 1846, there came 
over to this country two petitions,—one from the Bap- 
tist ministers, the other from the Presbyterians, of 
Hobart Town; in which they prayed the queen, to be 
released from some of the provisions of her Letters 
Patent; inasmuch as they denied her power to give 
the bishop the right to call witnesses before him, and 
examine them upon oath. Here the supremacy had 
been exercised; it had given an important jurisdic- 
tion, On the other hand, two bodies of dissenters 
dispute the royal power to do so, Their petitions 
are sent by the Secretary of the Colonies to the 
Law Officers of the Crown, requesting them to 
examine these memorials, and the Letters Patent, 
and to see if, in truth, that jurisdiction had been 
rightly granted. The Law Officers of the Crown 
replied in these curious terms: ‘‘In obedience to 
your lordship’s commands, we have the honour to 
report that we are of opinion that Her Majesty 
has no authority by Letters Patent to create the 
ecclesiastical jurisdiction complained of in the memo- 
rials referred to; and that, therefore, the objections 
are well founded. We do not think that the Patent 
of the Bishop of Tasmania can be altered without 
his consent; but we have altered the proposed 
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Letters Patent, creating new bishops, although we 
are aware that it is not desirable to have Patents 
for the same objects in different forms.’? Here then 
the Crown establishes a bishopric, bestows’ on the 
bishop his jurisdiction; the Law Officers of the 
Crown declare the Queen has no such power, and 
that upon the petition of dissenters. Then what 
sort of a power is this, whose limits are not known, 
the action of which is so perfectly uncertain ? 

- But this teaches us a most important lesson! 
It shows us that the royal supremacy is not one of 
those divine rights that once vested in any person or 
office, cannot be altered by the course of human 
events. It proves that this supremacy is only one 
portion of royal prerogative; and that as the power 
of the subject increases, and that of the crown 
diminishes, with other prerogatives,—the sapremacy, 
likewise wanes, or gradually melts down; until, if, 
in course of time, the royal prerogative shall be taken 
away completely in the nomination of bishops and 
other such matters, the supremacy will have ceased 
to exist. If, for example, it should please the Legis- 
lature, that a new bishop should be named by Act of 
Parliament, (and what is there to prevent it?) the 
supremacy would become so far vested share and 
share alike in Parliament and the Crown; and as 
Parliament becomes more powerful than the Crown, 
the supremacy will be more and more absorbed by 
the representative portion of the State, until, it may 
be, that it shall have wholly taken it to itself. Nay, 
imagine the event (which God in our respect forbid !) 
of royal power ceasing altogether, and being trans- 
ferred to the people, the supremacy, as one of its 
prerogatives, would go with it. The people would 
at once be the shepherd and the flock. 
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An instance of this tendency may be pointed out in 
what has been done respecting the suppression of: 
bishoprics by Act of Parliament; but there is one 
case so recent, and so completely of the moment, 
that I cannot refrain from pointing it out to you, 
especially as it will not detain us many minutes. So 
uncertain is the existence of this supremacy, so 
vague, so completely following the course of ordinary 
legislative operations, that actually the supremacy is 
at this moment on the point of being vested, in 
regard to one of its most important functions, not in 
Parliament, where bishops would be present, but in 
a simple board,—in a commission. There is a Bill 
before Parliament at this moment, entitled “ the 
Metropolitan Interments Bill.’’ Now there have been 
printed and circulated objections, great objections 
against this bill, and the great ground of the 
objections is this, that so much power is given to 
irresponsible commissioners; but not one of those 
who have looked at this difficulty, so far as I have 
seen, thinks for a moment of the enormous eccle- 
siastical jurisdiction which is invested in a body of 
laymen. It is provided that this Board may buy, in 
the neighbourhood of London, compulsorily, any 
amount of land, for cemeteries; no matter where; 
and that wherever they choose to establish a ceme- 
tery, one portion shall be consecrated according to 
the rites of the Church of England, and a chapel 
shall be built thereon, or enlarged, if there be one 
there already. Then the Bill provides: ‘‘ that 
every chapel to be built or enlarged, as aforesaid, 
shall be so built or enlarged according to a plan 
approved of by the Lord Bishop of London; and 
every such chapel, and every burial ground, provided 
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under this Act, except such portion thereof as may 
not be intended to be used for the burial of dead 
according to the rites of the said united Church, may 
be consecrated by the said Bishop; and every chapel 
consecrated according to the rites of the said united 
Church, in any burial ground provided under this 
Act, although the same be not locally situate within 
the diocese, shall be subject to the jurisdiction of the - 
said Bishop.’? So that if the Board of Health, 
on this side of the Thames, in the diocese of Win- 
chester, purchases a portion of a parish, by the 
very act of declaring it to be a cemetery, it is with- 
drawn, ipso facto, from the jurisdiction of the Bishop 
of Winchester, and the Bishop of London becomes 
its ordinary. ‘There never was, I believe, such 
—-I was going to say—a medley, of ecclesiastical 
authority and mere utilitarian expediency, as there 
is in this clause. Full power is given to take land 
in any diocese, and by the effect of this, of certain 
lay gentlemen who form a mere civil and parlia- 
mentary board, purchasing that land, there is a 
complete transfer made of all ecclesiastical jurisdic- 
tion in its regard, and that land becomes a part of 
the diocese of London. It shows how little the 
greatest acts of royal ecclesiastical supremacy are 
cared about, how little they are understood; for 
undoubtedly this is an act belonging to the supre- 
macy,—the transfer of local jurisdiction from one 
bishop to another. 

I will further observe briefly, that if we compare 
the manner in which these two supremacies are exer- 
cised, we shall find just as striking a contrast, as we 
have under the other heads which we have noted. I 
will content myself with observing, that in the exer- 
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cise of the Papal jurisdiction, it may be truly said, 
that all the resources of a government are directed 


exclusively to it, as their end. Rome,—it is true 
there are many people who scoff at the idea, who © 


denounce it, traduce it in every way, but be it a good 
or an evil arrangement, Rome is truly an ecclesias- 
tical city ; its princes are the first dignitaries of the 
Church. There is a large body of men who devote 
themselves entirely to theological studies, for the sole 
purpose of advising on ecclesiastical matters. There 
is a whole system of Offices and Boards, or as we 
style them, Congregations, each of which has com- 
mitted to it the administration of one department of 
ecclesiastical government; this looks to the differ- 
ences that may spring up between different persons, 
respecting jurisdiction,—another is charged with the 
examination of moral cases; a third collects all 
necessary information before the appointment of a 
new Bishop, that it may be well done. Auother 
again revises and enforces the rules of religious com- 
munities; another attends to the business of foreign 


missions and distant churches; and so is regulated . 


every other matter of an ecclesiastical character. 
There is a system of organization expressly for the 
purpose of exercising the supremacy with judgment, 
with justice, with prudence, and at the same time, 
with high and noble views. But with regard to us 
here, what is there of this sort to be compared ? 
The most is, that the Privy Council,—that those 
who advise on matters of justice, of peace, and war, 
and of the internal resources of the State, are 
called together, or that a certain portion of them, 
who have devoted their lives to secular legal matters, 
are deputed, to make an examination of the most 
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delicate, the most important matters of theology and 
of discipline. Here, again, I ask, which of the two 
looks more like a supremacy, established in religion 
by God Himself? And then add,—add, if you please, 
that nothing of moment is undertaken, in regard 
to ecclesiastical affairs in that city, without much 
prayer, without an earnest feeling that whatever 
is done, is done in the presence of God; even those 
preparatory congregations, or meetings, through 
which the business passes, are opened and closed by 
prayer, and are conducted in the presence of the 
image of Christ crucified, and_.with a solemn feeling, 
(I can speak to it, having myself held functions in 
them,)—yes, with a solemn feeling, with not less of seri- 
ousness, not less of true earnestness, and awful sense 
of responsibility, than if they were held in the Church 
itself. Here I need not draw a parallel. No one 
ever dreams that the decision of the Privy Council, 
or the Queen in- Privy Council, is prefaced by 
prayer, or is connected, in the minds of those who 
give it, with any idea of the Holy Spirit’s influences: 
nor is it thought of otherwise than as a mere judicial 
matter, nor is it received as authority, with anything 
like reverence. Clearly and avowedly, it would be 
profane to speak of it as a religious act. 

IV. I come, finally, to the results of the two. And 
here there will be but little room for comparison. 
The results of Catholic supremacy are plain; they 
form, in fact, the very unities, the most striking 
unities of the Church. The Catholic Church is one; 
she possesses tht mark of unity most strongly 
impressed upon her; and whence does this unity 
result? Simply from the acknowledgment of the 
supremacy, as existing in the See of Peter. Around 
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it cling the Catholics of every part of the world; 
upon it they hang as upon a rock, from which no 
wave can drift them away into the broad sea of 
various and devious errors. Upon it they stand 
firm, knowing that they are rooted there; no storms 
of this earth can drive them thence. To it they look 
for dogmatic decisions; to zt for the resolution of 
controversies; to 7¢ for the clearing up of perplexed 
or doubtful points; to 7 they look for encourage- 
ment and strength in every trial. What results? 
That which every one acknowledges; that the Cath- 
olics over the whole world hold the same doctrines, 
practise the same rites, are bound together by an 
indissoluble network of various bonds, which hold 
them together in ‘Faith, in Hope, and in Charity, 
as one. 

This 1s an obvious and clear consequence, and 
from. what does it arise? From another great 
fruit of this supremacy—obedience. Every Cath- 
clic believes that the Pope holds his supremacy 
directly from God—from Christ; that he is His 
Vicar, His Representative on earth, the Head of the 
Church under Him; and therefore he obeys him as 
the Vicar of Christ—he obeys him as Christ Himself. 
When this is the case, when tens of thousands are 
united by such a bond, when an army obeys in all 
things its leader, and looks to him in unshaken con- 
fidence, for the signal and word of command, it 
becomes a close and serried phalanx, which, by that 
force of aggregation, will bear down every possible 
opposition. So likewise the Church, having all its 
members united in obedience to one head, preserves 
likewise its members united among themselves ; 
forms that great kingdom of Christ—that Jerusalem, 
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the spiritual, on earth, in which there is peace, 
because it is built as a city compact within itself, 
and gains that strength and energy which makes it 
triumph over every obstacle, and remain uncon- 
quered in every struggle. And thus we see how, 
practically, and even according to human wisdom, 
from the laying down of Peter as the foundation of 
the Church, binding all the edifice in unity, there 
results the power of repulsing every artful sally, and 
every furious outbreak, from the gates of hell. 

I will not make any contrast here; because it 
would be invidious—because I know it is unneces- 
sary—because there is no one read upon the subject, 
or who will take the pains to follow the controversies 
which are now springing up,—but will agree, that 
in their regard there is no feeling of deference and 
obedience to any authoritative act of the supremacy, 
as there is no unity of opinion concerning it, among 
even those who bow to it. And as to the more 
general consideration of the want of unity, before 
alluded to, I feel that it is unnecessary to allude to 
that ;—for who does not know into what countless 
shades of opinion that very Church is divided, which 
owns, as an abstract and vague principle—the regal 
supremacy ? 

But, my Brethren, there is another gift, there 
is another magnificent privilege given to the Catholic 
Church through this her belief in the Supremacy, 
or I will no longer call it belief—this truth of the 
Supremacy vested in the successor of Peter. It- 
makes that Church independent of the world; it 
gives it a separate existence, a life which is not the 
life of this earth. It is as the life of the soul in 
respect of that of the body. Fer that soul to-day 
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may seem full of life, and of fire, merely because it 
animates and impels to great actions a body nobly 
fitted to execute its commands; and to-morrow, 
. should this be struck by a fatal palsy, or steeped in 
a general dissolution, the soul will seem to languish 
in its operations. And yet, though the one may 
waste, and droop, and fade away, though it become 
helpless, as if dead, or is dying inch by inch, yet the 
soul within is as much alive, yea, perhaps is as vivid 
and as keen, as when its own vigour was impressed 
upon that body. And so likewise is this Church of 
God, united, incorporated, in some way, with the 
elements of this world; yet when they crumble, and 
are dissolved, or are overthrown and destroyed on 
every side, her life is not the life of that body of 
earth, but it burns, and it loves, and it believes, and 
it acts, and it lives, independently of its dissolution, 
—as it was independent of its vigour. It is like 
to what has happened now and again, like what we 
witness in the Holy Pontiff, whose triumph we are 
commemorating to-day, with the whole united 
Church of Christ. He has been rejected by his 
own—he has been exiled—but he has returned again, 
without having lost aught of that glory, honour, and 
love, that he deserved before. Is he humbled in 
our sight because he has been unjustly persecuted 
by men? ‘There was his predecessor and his name- 
sake, the great seventh Pius—he, like his predeces- 
sor, was not merely an exile—he was a captive—a 
prisoner—ill-treated— struck,— yea, struck by the 
hand of that emperor who could not make him bow 
to his desires; and he bore it with meckness, and he 
cursed him not. He used not a harsh or unkind 
word, aud he returned gloriously to his throne; and 
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was he not more venerable? was he not more dear 
to the whole Church of God? was he not more reve- 
~-yenced, even by those who acknowledged not in him 
his high ecclesiastical station? was he not by all the 
‘more highly esteemed, because he had been so deeply 
humbled; because, during his captivity, he had pre- 
served the dignity of his high prerogative—and upon 
coming back took no revenge, but rather sought 
again calmly to reorganise the Church of Christ; 
and in a few years brought back that State, which 
had been impoverished and almost demoralised, into 
a once more flourishing and wholesome condition? . 
And if in him who holds the Supremacy, it 1s 
naturally a principle of independence, if it makes 
him above emperors and kings, above the powers of 
earth, and beyond the reach of all ‘their malicious 
efforts, so is it likewise in those who are nearest to 
his sacred person, and share, in some sort, the exer- 
cise of his power.. What have we seen of late in 
these our days? I know that those who cater for the 
sickly and perverted appetite of the many, in this 
country, write over accounts, which attribute every- 
thing that is sinister, everything which is unfor- 
tunate, everything that deserves blame, to what are 
familiarly called the Cardinals; and these venerable 
men are represented to us here as though they were 
almost devoid of principle, and vigour, and common 
sense. Look how they have acted in this emergency. 
‘Some few have braved the whole of that tempest 
have stood their ground in the city in which they 
were princes—have boldly to the face reproached 
those who had usurped the authority to which they 
had no claim. Others, more weakly and aged, have ~ 
remained there, retired, but calmly tranquil, scarcely 


Re 2 ae oo 
De 


44 “7 


knowing whether their lives would be safe for twenty- 
four hours, but, like the old senators in the Forum 
of Rome, ready to meet their fate with dignity for 
the cause of the Church. And those who, at the 
command of the Sovereign Pontiff, followed him into 
exile, how have they lived, and how have they acted? 
There were among them men, who for their learning 
—their deep and varied learning—have gained repu- 
tation over all civilized Europe; and there were 
those, who, for their piety, and their many amiable 
qualities, are enleared to every one who has per- 
synally known them; and there were men of vener- 
able years, who are now verging towards the end of 
their career, sickly frames, deserving and needing 
somewhat of earthly comfort. Well, how have they 
all acted? Some have undertaken the lowest offices 
of the Church, have been as curates in country 
places, visiting the sick in their houses and their 
cottages, and taking to them the consolations of 
Religion; and the rest have shared the poverty and 
exile of their master without a murmur or repine- 
ment. ‘They have been living in almost destitution, 
scarcely one, if one, occupying more than a single 
room of a fishing hut in Gaeta, without a comfort 
around them, without anything on earth that could 
cheer them. I am told by those who have seen 
them, that some who went forth from their own city 
strong and hale, have returned withered, and pale, 
and bowed down; and they that left with dark locks, 
have gone back silvered, in a few months, with the 
gray, not of age, but of affliction. And not a re- 
proach against one has there been, of weakness, of 
unworthy compromise, or of an unbecoming act of 
resentment or uncharitableness. 
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And go down from them, who im this supremacy 
of Peter saw their certain rescue, and remained fast 
* to that rock—go down still lower, to the next order 
of men in the Church of God. You have been told 
again and again, that Prelates in the Catholic 
Church live in splendour and luxury, that they in- 
habit magnificent palaces abroad — squander im- 
mense revenues ;—that they love to be arrayed in 
splendid attire when they officiate at the altar of 
God. Yes. Beitso. But the experience of past 
ages and of this will show you, that the Catholic 
Bishop, when his duty comes, when he is to face the 
world, he is as familiar, and is as much at home in 
the castle and the dungeon, as he was in the halls of 
his episcopal residence; and he can wear the gyves 
and the chain with as good and smiling a grace, as 
he can the mitre and the crosier. It has been tried 
upon us. Every form of Government has made its 
experiment. The despotic king of Prussia began 
the game, and the republicans of Switzerland have — 
tried what can be done with the metal of Catholic 
Bishops, if it will bend at will in the grasp of the 
civil power; and each has been foiled, and will be, 
so often as the experiment shall be repeated. And 
what has been their life, what has been their vigour 
in these trials? If these men had been the creatures 
of the sovereign will—if, before hands were imposed 
upon them, and ample lands given to them as an 
apanage to high social rank, they had sworn that the 
Bishop of Rome had no power, jurisdiction, or 
authority—but that their Sovereign, or whatever 
represented the Sovereign, President, Confederacy, 
or whatever it may be, has the same power and rule 
and jurisdiction which he ever had in those realms, 


do you think they could have stood against the royal 
command, or that they would have had a principle 
within them strong enough to make them resist, 
even to prison, and, if necessary, to the death? No; 
but, on the other hand, when Royal mandates come, — 
they look to a higher power. In all that regards 
their Church and their conscience, they remem-_ 
ber that there is one to whom they have sworn | 
allegiance, that the act demanded of them is_ 
against that homage, against that obedience which 
had been promised to him; they feel that there — 
is a power that backs and supports them, that — 
will comfort and strengthen them. ‘They know . 
that synods, provincial, or national, may be useful 
in the days of peace and tranquillity, and in times 
when the State will co-operate with the Church, but . 
that when the hour of trial comes, and the decision 
has to be given at. once, there is a power to which ~ 
they must look, and which will not fail them; and . 
, thus animated, thus strengthened by that indepen- as 
~ dence, which trust in the spiritual Supremacy of the 
holy See gave them, they care not for Royal moni- — 
tions, but they do their duty, as they have done, and 
as they will do again, though it cost them their lives. 
And now, my Brethren, I conclude; but not with- 
out one allusion more to what has been so lately — 
taking place. Europe is in commotion ; the whole of 
the social and political fabric of the Continent is 
under the agency of a mighty earthquake. My 
brethren, an earthquake took place at Philippi soon — 
after our Saviour’s time. The city trembled, “the _ 
foundations of the prison were shaken. And imme- 
diately all the doors were opened; and the bonds of — 
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all were loosed.’’* And all this was because Panl 
aud Silas, the prisoners, praising, prayed God, ‘This 
was, in miniature, the history of the Church. The 
present convulsion has broken the chains of. the 
Church; she is free now in countries in which she 
was trodden completely underfoot. Come what may 
of the terrible crisis, which perhaps is imminent in a 
neighbouring land, come what may—be it to the 
destruction or consolidation of the present govern- 
ment, the Church will come out from it free. She 
is already in a great part emancipated—the first con- 
vulsive shock has broken the bolts and riven the 
chain; she is freer than she has been there for cen- 
turies ; a second convulsion, though we may deplore 
it, will open wide the gate, and cast off the bonds. 
For every Catholic feels sure that, however things of 
earth may end, the Church will rise triumphant from 
the ruins in which she may appear to be buried with 
the civil rule. And in Austria, who could have ima- 
gined that in one hour the labour of one of the most — 
crafty, the most able, the most grasping emperors 
that ever sat upon the imperial throne of Vienna, 
would have been undone, his clever web unravelled, 
that net work of usurpation in which he had com- 
pletely enveloped the Church, be, not broken at 
one point by which the Church might creep out, 
but scattered to the winds, dissolved, melted away 
like the fabric of a vision; while the Church, beauti- 
ful and glorious, stands forth now, for the first time, 
in her ample liberty, And in proportion as catholic 
freedom is acquired, the Supremacy gains ground. 
For the first and greatest benefit thus conferred, is 
the free power of the Bishops of the Church to com- 

* Acts xvi. 26, 
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municate with their head—in other words, full power 
given to the Pope to exercise his spiritual Supre- 
macy. His Supremacy alone, in fact, is gaining, 
that of this kingdom is losing. It is losing by defec- 
tions, it is losing by dissent, it is losing by dissatis- — 
faction; and it will be well when the time comes, 
for soon it will, when men will, some smile, and 
some mourn, at the idea that such a delusion should - 
ever have possessed the heart and head of a mighty 
nation. 

As to us, dear Brethren, God be thanked, God 
be praised, God be adored for what He has done for 
us! May we never forget the blessings and happi- 
ness which we enjoy in being so united with Jesus 
Christ our Lord, the only Head of this His mystical 
body on earth; united with Him through that sacred 
union that binds us to His Vicar, and our visible 
head, here upon earth. Oh! God grant that the 
blessing which we have this day so feebly commemo- 
rated, but which we will in our Thanksgiving more 
warmly remember; may become the common inhe- 
‘ritance of this Island! that the one, the feeble, the 
‘temporal, the national supremacy may fade away, 
and that that which is universal, which is catholic, 
which is divine, may take possession of the loyal 
allegiance of the inhabitants of this mighty Empire, 
and make us one not only among ourselves, but with 
all the Church of Christ, over the whole earth, one 
with the Church in heaven, His Angels and His 
Saints, one with Him our Head and Lord, Jesus 
Christ, to whom be glory for ever and ever. 
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